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DETAILED ACTION 

Reopen Prosecution 

1 . In view of the Appeal Brief filed on 8/30/2007, prosecution is hereby reopened. A 
new ground of rejection is set forth below. 

To Avoid abandonment of the application, appellant must exercise one of the 
following two options: 

1 ) File a reply under 37 CFR 1.111 (if this office action is a non-final) or a reply 
under 37 CFR 1 .1 13 (if this office action is a final); or 

2) Request reinstatement of the appeal. 

If reinstatement of the appeal is requested, such request must be accompanied by a 
supplemental appeal brief, but no new amendments, affidavits (37 CFR 1.130, 1.131 or 
1.132) or other evidence are permitted. See 37 CFR 1.193(b)(2). 

Remarks 

2. Claims 1-22 are pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary sl<ill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a). 

4. Claims 1 ,3,4 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Subramaniam et al. C Subramaniam ' hereinafter) (Patent Number 6,965,899) in 
view of Teng et al. ( Teng ' hereinafter) (Patent Number 6,460,048) and further in view of 
Bonner et al. (' Bonner ' hereinafter) (Patent Number 6,535,895) and further in view of 
Schiefer et al. ('Schiefer' hereinafter) ('DB2 Universal Database Performance Turning', 
by Schiefer et al, Bulletin of the Technical Committee on Data Engineering, June 1999, 
IEEE Computer Society). 

As per claim 1 , Subramaniam teaches 

A method for updating object page size during reorganization of a table space in 
a database comprising the steps of: (see abstract and background) 

(a) allocating a shadow data set for at least one object belonging to a first data 
set from said table space; (revised table, column 3, lines 4-12) 
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(b) writing to a sfiadow control block corresponding to each of said allocated 
shadow data sets; (revised table created, column 2, line 59 through column 3, line 12) 

(c) loading rows from said first data set of said table space into said allocated 
shadow data set; for each row loaded, reading each object corresponding to said 
loaded row from said table space and writing said read object to said allocated shadow 
data set; and (populating, column 3, lines 4-12) 

Subramaniam does not explicitly indicate "(d) updating at least: said first data set 
of said table space with data from said shadow data set; a system catalog for said 
database with said larger page size value; and at least one database control block with 
said larger page size value; said at least one database control block corresponding to 
said first data set." 

However, Teng discloses "(d) updating at least: said first data set of said table 
space with data from said shadow data set; a system catalog for said database with 
said larger page size value; and at least one database control block with said larger 
page size value; said at least one database control block corresponding to said first 
data set" (updates system tables, column 6, lines 55-65). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Subramaniam and Tena because using the steps of 
"(d) updating at least: said first data set of said table space with data from said shadow 
data set; a system catalog for said database with said larger page size value; and at 
least one database control block with said larger page size value; said at least one 
database control block corresponding to said first data set" would have given those 
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skilled in the art the tools to improve the invention by allowing users to access 
databases during reorganization. This gives the user the advantage of not having to 
wait through long rebuilds before accessing data. 

Neither Subramaniam nor Teng explicitly indicate "corresponding to said at least 
one object". 

However, Bonner discloses "corresponding to said at least one object" (objects 
within single table space have the same page size, column 6, lines 20-24). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Subramaniam , Teng and Bonner because using the 
steps of "corresponding to said at least one object" would have given those skilled in the 
art the tools to improve the invention by allowing large objects to be efficiently stored 
within a database. This gives the user the advantage of being able to store desired data 
types. 

Neither Subramaniam . Teng nor Bonner explicitly indicate "a page size value 
larger than a page size value to be allocated; said larger page size value corresponding 
to said at least one object". 

However, Schiefer discloses "a page size value larger than a page size value to 
be allocated; said larger page size value" (table can be controlled including page size, 
page 18, first full paragraph). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Subramaniam . Teng . Bonner and Schiefer because 
using the steps of "a page size value larger than a page size value to be allocated; said 
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larger page size value" would have given those skilled in the art the tools to improve the 
invention by allowing page sizes to be changed by a database administrator to meets 
the needs of users. This gives the user the advantage of having more efficient access to 
data due to optimization. 

As per claim 3, Subramaniam teaches 

said method is implemented across network elements, (column 13, lines 4-16) 
As per claim 4, Subramaniam teaches 

said across network elements is any of the following: local area network (LAN), 
wide area network (WAN), or the Internet, (column 13, lines 4-16) 

As per claim 9, 

This claim is rejected on grounds corresponding to the arguments given above 
for rejected claim 1 and is similarly rejected. 

5. Claims 2,5-8,10-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Subramaniam et al. (' Subramaniam ' hereinafter) (Patent Number 6,965,899) in 
view of Teng et al. ( Tenq ' hereinafter) (Patent Number 6.460,048) and further in view of 
Bonner et al. (' Bonner ' hereinafter) (Patent Number 6,535,895) and further in view of 
Schiefer et al. C Schiefer ' hereinafter) ('DB2 Universal Database Performance Turning', 
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by Schiefer et al, Bulletin of the Technical Committee on Data Engineering, June 1999, 
IEEE Computer Society) and further in view of Huras et al. (' Huras ' hereinafter) 
(Publication Number 2001/0047360). 

As per claim 2, 

Subramaniam does not explicitly indicate "prior to said shadow data set 
allocation, blocking write access to said first data set from said table space; and 
subsequent to said updating said table space, said database system catalog, and said 
at least one database control block, allowing write operations related to said first data 
set to proceed." 

. However, Huras discloses "prior to said shadow data set allocation, blocking 
write access to said first data set from said table space; and subsequent to said 
updating said table space, said database system catalog, and said at least one 
database control block, allowing write operations related to said first data set to 
proceed" (paragraph [01 1 2]). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine SubramaniamTeng , Bonner . Schiefer and Huras 
because using the steps of "prior to said shadow data set allocation, blocking write 
access to said first data set from said table space; and subsequent to said updating said 
table space, said database system catalog, and said at least one database control 
block, allowing write operations related to said first data set to proceed" would have 
given those skilled in the art the tools to improve the invention by allowing access to the 
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data during the reorganization without observing significant reduction in performance. 
This gives the user the advantage of not having to experience long wait times for data 
during reorganization. 

As per claim 5, 

Subramaniam does not explicitly indicate "said loading is further comprised of: 
(a) concurrently loading rows corresponding to said at least one object from said table 
space into said shadow data set and extracting index keys for each loaded row; said 
shadow data set allocated for each of said at least one object and associated indices, 
and (i) for each of said loaded rows, identifying columns representing data 
corresponding to said at least one object; and (ii) for each column representing data 
corresponding to said at least one object, reading data from said table space; said data 
read using row information from a currently loaded row; and writing said data 
corresponding to said at least one object to said shadow data set." 

However, Huras discloses "said loading is further comprised of: (a) concurrently 
loading rows corresponding to said at least one object from said table space into said 
shadow data set and extracting index keys for each loaded row; said shadow data set 
allocated for each of said at least one object and associated indices, and (i) for each of 
said loaded rows, identifying columns representing data corresponding to said at least 
one object; and (ii) for each column representing data corresponding to said at least one 
object, reading data from said table space; said data read using row information from a 
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currently loaded row; and writing said data corresponding to said at least one object to 
said shadow data set" (paragraph [0082]-[0084]). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine SubramaniamTeng , Bonner, Schiefer and Huras 
because using the steps of "said loading is further comprised of: (a) concurrently 
loading rows corresponding to said at least one object from said table space into said 
shadow data set and extracting index keys for each loaded row; said shadow data set 
allocated for each of said at least one object and associated indices, and (i) for each of 
said loaded rows, identifying columns representing data corresponding to said at least 
one object; and (ii) for each column representing data corresponding to said at least one 
object, reading data from said table space; said data read using row information from a 
currently loaded row; and writing said data corresponding to said at least one object to 
said shadow data set" would have given those skilled in the art the tools to improve the 
invention by allowing access to the data during the reorganization without observing 
significant reduction in performance. This gives the user the advantage of not having to 
experience long wait times for data during reorganization. 

As per claim 6, 

Subramaniam does not explicitly indicate "prior to said concurrent loading of rows 
and extracting of index keys, unloading rows from said table space; and sorting said 
unloaded rows; said sorted rows subsequently loaded into said shadow data set in said 
loading step." 
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However, Teng discloses "prior to said concurrent loading of rows and extracting 
of index keys, unloading rows from said table space; and sorting said unloaded rows; 
said sorted rows subsequently loaded into said shadow data set in said loading step" 
(column 2, lines 1-16). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Subramaniam and Teng because using the steps of 
"prior to said concurrent loading of rows and extracting of index keys, unloading rows 
from said table space; and sorting said unloaded rows; said sorted rows subsequently 
loaded into said shadow data set in said loading step" would have given those skilled in 
the art the.tools to improve the invention by allowing users to access databases during 
reorganization. This gives the user the advantage of not having to wait through long 
rebuilds before accessing data. 

As per claim 7, Subramaniam teaches 

said method is implemented across networks, (column 13. lines 4-16) 
As per claim 8, Subramaniam teaches 

said across network element is any of the following: local area network (LAN), 
wide area network (WAN), or the Internet, (column 13, lines 4-16) 

As per claim 10, 
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This claim is rejected on grounds corresponding to the arguments given above 
for rejected claim 2 and is similarly rejected. 

As per claims 11-12, 

These claims are rejected on grounds corresponding to the arguments given 
above for rejected claims 5-6 and are similarly rejected. 



6. Claims 13-14 and 18-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Subramaniam et al. C Subramaniam ' hereinafter) (Patent Number 
6,965,899) in view of Bonner et al. (^ Bonner ' hereinafter) (Patent Number 6.535,895) 
and further in view of Schiefer et al. (' Schiefer ' hereinafter) ('DB2 Universal Database 
Performance Turning', by Schiefer et al, Bulletin of the Technical Committee on Data 
Engineering, June 1999, IEEE Computer Society). 

As per claim 13, Subramaniam teaches 

Reorganizing a designated object of a database: (see abstract and background) 

a) writing rows added to said designated object; 

b) permitting continual access to said designated object during said writing step; 
(full access to target during reorganization, column 2, lines 45-50) 
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c) reading constituent rows from a plurality of existing pages corresponding to 
said designated object and subsequently copying said constituent rows; (populating 
revised table from data in target table, column 3, lines 7-12) 

and d) externalizing said designated object, (revised table assumes role of target 
table, column 2, lines 14-16) 

Subramaniam does not explicitly indicate "that has exceeded a current page size 

by". 

However, Bonner discloses "that has exceeded a current page size by" (object 
bigger than page size, column 5, lines 10-15 and column 6, lines 20-24). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Subramaniam and Bonner because using the steps of 
"that has exceeded a current page size by" would have given those skilled in the art the 
tools to improve the invention by allowing large objects to be efficiently stored within a 
database. This gives the user the advantage of being able to store desired data types. 

Neither Subramaniam nor Bonner explicitly indicate "to a larger page" or "to said 
larger page". 

However, Schiefer discloses "to a larger page" and "to said larger page" (table 
can be controlled including page size, page 18, first full paragraph). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Subramaniam . Bonner and Schiefer because using the 
steps of "to a larger page" and "to said larger page" would have given those skilled in 
the art the tools to improve the invention by allowing page sizes to be changed by a 
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database administrator to meets the needs of users. This gives the user the advantage 
of having more efficient access to data due to optimization. 

As per claim 1 4, Subramaniam teaches 

during said copying, constituent rows of said designated object are re-arranged 
in physical storage to eliminate fragmentation, (column 10, line 65 through column 1 1 , 
\ line 3) 

As per claims 18-19, 

The,se claims are rejected on grounds corresponding to the arguments given 
above for rejected claims 13-14 and are similarly rejected. 

7. Claims 15-17 and 20-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Subramaniam et al. (' Subramaniam ' hereinafter) (Patent Number 
6,965,899) in view of Bonner et al. (' Bonner ' hereinafter) (Patent Number 6,535,895) 
and further in view of Schiefer et al. C Schiefer ' hereinafter) ('DB2 Universal Database 
Performance Turning', by Schiefer et al. Bulletin of the Technical Committee on Data 
Engineering, June 1999, IEEE Computer Society) and further in view of Teno et al. 
Cleng' hereinafter) (Patent Number 6,460,048). 



As per claim 1 5, 
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Neither Subramaniam . Bonner nor Schiefer explicitly indicate "said database is 
comprised of: a plurality of index values and a system catalog." 

However, Teng discloses "said database is comprised of: a plurality of index 
values and a system catalog" (column 5, lines 35-40; column 6, lines 55-65) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Subramaniam , Bonner, Schiefer and Teng because 
using the steps of "said database is comprised of: a plurality of index values and a 
system catalog" would have given those skilled in the art the tools to improve the 
invention by allowing users to access databases during reorganization. This gives the 
user the advantage of not having to wait through long rebuilds before accessing data. 

As per claim 16, 

Subramaniam does not explicitly indicate "during said copying, data in said 
constituent rows is compacted and is stored on contiguous pages in physical storage in 
accordance with one of said plurality of index values". 

However, Bonner discloses "during said copying, data in said constituent rows is 
compacted and is stored on contiguous pages in physical storage in accordance with 
one of said plurality of index values" (column 6, lines 55-63). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Subramaniam and Bonner because using the steps of 
"during said copying, data in said constituent rows is compacted and is stored on 
contiguous pages in physical storage in accordance with one of said plurality of index 
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values" would have given those skilled in the art the tools to improve the invention by 
allowing large objects to be efficiently stored within a database. This gives the user the 
advantage of being able to store desired data types. 

As per claim 17, 

Neither Subramaniam , Bonner nor Schiefer explicitly indicate "control information 
associated with said system catalog is updated to reflect a change in page size 
corresponding to said externalized designated object." 

However, Teng discloses "control information associated with said system 
catalog is updated to reflect a change in page size corresponding to said externalized 
designated object" (column 6, lines 55-65) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Subramaniam , Bonner , Schiefer and Teng because 
using the steps of "control information associated with said system catalog is updated to 
reflect a change in page size corresponding to said externalized designated object" 
would have given those skilled in the art the tools to improve the invention by allowing 
users to access databases during reorganization. This gives the user the advantage of 
not having to wait through long rebuilds before accessing data. 

As per claims 20-22, 

These claims are rejected on grounds corresponding to the arguments given 
above for rejected claims 15-17 and are similarly rejected. 
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Response to Arguments 

8. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-22 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

9. In order to help Applicant understand how the new rejections overcome the 
arguments set for in his Appeal filed 8/30/2007, Applicant's argument that the 
references on record did not disclose page size and that that the size of the table size 
and page size are not equivalent, it is noted that the added references Bonner and 
Schiefer in combination with the previous references disclose that the maximum table 
size is defined by the page size ( Bonner column 6, lines 20-24) and that the page size 
can be increased ( Schiefer , page 18. first paragraph). 



Conclusion 

10. The prior art made of record, listed on form PTO-892, and not relied upon is 
considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jay A. Morrison whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
71 12. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8-4:30. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tim Vo can be reached on (571 ) 272-3642. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




TIWIVO 




Jay Morrison 
TC2100 



Tim Vo 
TC2100 



